TOSHIHIRO WADA 


THE “VERBAL ROOT CHAPTER” (DHATUVADA) 
OF GANGESA’S TATTVACINTAMANI 


1. Introduction 


Navya-Nyaya has contributed a great deal not only to Indian 
epistemology and logic, but also to Sanskrit semantics. 
Gangesa, who consolidated the system of Navya-Nyaya in the 
fourteenth century,! influenced the semantic arguments made by 
later scholars of the Mimamsa and Vyakarana schools. The 
“Book on Language” (Sabdakhanda) of Gangesa’s Tattvacinta- 
mani (TC) represents such arguments. We have a translation of 
the whole “Book on Language” (Sabdakhanda) by Bhatta 
[2005],” where he also provides a summary of each chapter of 
the Book. In order to carry out research on the early stage of 
Navya-nyaya philosophy of language, I set about translating the 
“Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Akhyatavada) of that Book with 
annotation around 2001. Since Bhatta’s work was not available 
at that time, I could not refer to his translation and summary 
when dealing with the beginning part of the chapter. While his 
translation and summary greatly help us understand the 


' Since I regard Udayana as the founder of Navya-nyaya, early Navya-nyaya covers the 
period of Udayana up to Gangesa. On the founder of Navya-nyaya, see Wada [2007b: 9-23], 
which includes Wada [1999] [2001] [2004]. 

? Potter and Bhattacharyya [1993: 239-312] give a summary of the “Chapter on 
Language.” (They render khanda as ‘chapter’.) Of its sections, the Apirvavada and the 
Vidhivada have been translated by Jha [1986] and [1988] respectively, and the 
Sabdapramanyavada by Mohanty [1966]. 
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differing semantic arguments among the Navya-nyaya, 
Mimamsa, and Vyakarana schools, it is also true that there are 
many points which need further clarification in his translation 
and explanation of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” and the “Verbal 
Root Chapter” (Dhatuvada),* which immediately follows it in 
the TC. The “Verbal Suffix Chapter” is translated with 
annotation by Wada [2007a] [2012] [2013] [2014b]. The present 
paper is a translation of the “Verbal Root Chapter” with 
annotation. 


2. Text, Commentary, and Contents 


In translating the “Verbal Suffix Chapter’, I have used the 
Sanskrit text included in: 


Tattvacintamani of Gangesa Upadhyaya, 4 Volumes, 
edited with the Aloka of Jayadeva Misra and the 
Rahasya of Mathuranatha, by Kamakhyanatha 
Tarkavagisa, Vrajajivan Prachyabharati Granthamala 47, 
Delhi: Chaukhamba Sanskrit Pratishtan, 1990. 


In this book, the “Verbal Root Chapter” is accompanied by 
Jayadeva’s Aloka, and not by the Rahasya. I have consulted the 
Aloka. 

The argument presented in the “Verbal Root Chapter” can be 
divided as follows. Numbers in brackets refer to page and line 
numbers of the Tattvacintamani of Gangesa Upddhyaya, 4" 
Volume, 2" Part.* 


> For Bhatta’s summary, translation, and explanation of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” and 
the “Verbal Root Chapter”, see Bhatta [2005: 95-102, 882-907] and [2005: 102-107, 908- 
915] respectively. 

4 The Sanskrit text of the Akhyatavada is divided according to the Parts of the 
translation. The divided texts are provided in the footnotes to those corresponding Parts with 
the following alterations: dcdryya — dcarya, the same treatment for its declensions; 
varttamana — vartamdna, the same treatment for its declensions; varttate — vartate; 
vydvarttya — vyavartya, the same treatment for its declensions. 
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A. Mandana’s View (pp. 847,1-848,12) 
A1: The meanings of the roots pac, gam, pat, tyaj, han, 


yaj, hu, and da. (p. 847,2-10) 


A2: An explanation of the relation between the root 


meaning and tense. (p. 847,10-15) 


A3: The meanings of roots gam, pat, and tyaj, whose 


AA: 


result occurs in a substance such as space (akdasa) 
but which cannot be used with reference to space. 
(pp. 847,15-848,2) 

A discussion of how to identify the object 
(karman) of the operation denoted by a root. (pp. 
848,2-848,9) 


A5: The meanings of the roots j”d, is, yat, vid, and 


sthd. (p. 848,9-12) 


B. Gangesa’s View (pp. 848,13-853) 
B1: The first alternative of the final view of the root 


meaning: operation conducive to the result 
(phalanukulavyapara). (pp. 848,13-849,5) 


B2: The second alternative of the final view of the root 


B3: 


meaning: only operation (vydpara). (pp. 849,6- 
850,2) 

The result of the operation in the case of the 
second alternative. (pp. 850,2-851,2) 


B4: The relation between the operation and its result in 


the case of the second alternative. (pp. 851,2- 
852,1) 


BS: The meanings of the roots gam, tyaj, and pat in 


non-Vedic usage, and the roots yaj, da, and hu in 
Vedic rituals in the case of the second alternative. 
(pp. 852,2-853,5) 
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3. Basic Concepts” 


(a) dhatu (verbal root)° 

To understand the meaning of a verbal root, it is necessary to 
first refer to the Grammarians’, or Vyakarana, tradition. 
Katyayana (3 century B.C.) provides two major categories of 
the definitions of verbal root: formal and semantic definitions. 
He semantically defines a verbal root in terms of kriya or bhava. 
The former term, commonly translated as ‘action’, is used to 
define verbal roots such as pac (to cook), path (to read), kr (to 
make), etc., and the latter is used to define ones such as bhai (to 
be, become), vid (to exist), etc. Patafijali (2™ century B.C.) 
interprets bhava as that which is brought about or as that which 
comes into being. He defines Aviva with regard to time issues, as 
time is understood only in association with action (Ariya). Later 
Grammarians such as Kaunda Bhatta (17" century), who is 
sometimes regarded as a Navya-vaiyakarana, hold that a verbal 
root denotes result (phala) and action (kriyd).! This double 
meaning of the root can be traced back to Patafyali’s suggestion 
on P1.4.49,° but more precisely, this meaning is asserted by 
Helaraja (10" century) in his commentary on Bhartrhari (5" 
century). 

In the Nyaya tradition Udayana, who greatly influenced 
GangeSsa, claims in his Nydyakusumanjali (NKu) that a verbal 
root denotes action (Ariya) and result (phala), but he does not 
make clear the relation between both.’ In his “Verbal Root 


> This section except (a) dhdtu (verbal root) is based upon Wada [2013: Basic 
Concepts]. 

® This subsection is based upon Wada [2016a: 49-58] [2016b: 36-36], in which the 
explanation of Katyayana’s and Patafyali’ views is based upon Diaconescu [2012: 200-215]. 
On the issue of krivda and bhava, see also Joshi [1993(1960): 19-22]. 

7 On Kaunda Bhatta’s and Nagesa’s views, see also Joshi [1993(1960): 17]; Rao [1969: 
106-110]. 

8 P1.4.49: kartuh ipsitamam karma. (Trans. by Vasu [1977(1891): 186]: That which it is 
intended should be most affected by the act of the agent is called the object or karma. But 
my translation is: that which is most desired by the agent is called the object or karman.) 

° NKu, p. 533,2: dhatinam kriyaphalamatrabhidhayitvat. Dravid [1996: 445] translates 
this as “as it is the nature of verbs to mean only that which results from an activity”. Dravid 
inserts the relation between result and action into his translation. There is the possibility that 
Dravid is influenced by the later Nyaya tradition, in drawing attention to this relation. 
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Chapter” (Dhatuvada) GangeSa inherits and revises the meaning 
given by Udayana. 

At the beginning of the “Verbal Root Chapter” Gangesa 
introduces Mandana Misra’s view of the meaning of a verbal 
root that the root denotes only result (phala). For example, the 
verbal root pac (to cook) denotes the softening (viklitti) of the 
cooking-object, such as rice, and not the operation of heating 
below, and so forth which brings about that result. Gangesa 
does not deal with the views of other Mimamsakas, which 
implies that Mandana’s view may be more extreme than 
theirs.'° In this paper the term dhdtu is rendered as ‘verbal root’, 
or simply ‘root’ when this does not cause an inconvenience. 


(b) akhyata 

The word akhydta has two meanings: the finite verb and the 
personal ending of the finite verb (tiN suffix).!! Gangesa’s 
argument with the Mimamsa and Grammarian schools is 
confined to an analysis of the second of these two meanings. 
Unless otherwise specified, the suffixes he discusses are those 
used in the active voice and the present tense. He discusses the 
meaning of verbal suffixes used in the passive voice in Parts F 
and G of the “Verbal Suffix Chapter’. 

Navya-naiyayikas, including Gangesa, hold that a verbal 
suffix denotes effort, while Mimamsakas of the Bhatta School!* 
hold that it denotes operation (vydpdra), whether internal or 


'© Rao [1969: 110], after introducing Mandana’s view in his book, says “Some 
Mimamsakas and many other thinkers of other schools of Philosophy are at variance with 
regard to this meaning of the root as expressed by Mandana”. Rao [1969: 114-116] 
elucidates the view of Khandadeva (ca. 17" century) and concludes, at the end of the section 
designated as “The Mimamsaka’s View”, that, according to Khandadeva, the verbal suffix 
denotes operation or effort in general (vyGpdadrasamanya) and that the verbal root denotes its 
particular form (vyapdravisesa). 

'! On these two meanings, see Joshi [1993(1960): 22]. He reports that the Mimamsa- 
nyayaprakasa (MNP), which was written in the seventeenth century, uses the word in the 
second sense listed above. But the TC shows an earlier use of the word in this sense. On tiN 
suffixes, see Panini’s Astadhydayi (P)3.4.78; Abhyankar and Shukla [1977: 197]. 

"? The view of the Prabhakara School is briefly referred to and refuted at the end of Part 
C. 
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external.!? Internal operation, which Navya-naiyayikas regard as 
effort, occurs in the soul (atman). External operation, which 
occurs in the body and things, is perceived by the sense organs. 
Navya-natyayikas generally call this operation action (kriyd). 
The Grammarians (pdniniya) argue that a verbal suffix denotes 
an agent, an object, or action itself.'* Navya-naiyayikas and 
Mimamsakas accept Panini’s grammar in general, but when 
they disagree with the Grammarians, and with one another, they 
attempt to prove their own views by analyzing common 
linguistic usage, in this case the usage of the finite verb. It 
should be noted that these schools do not differ in holding that 
the suffix of a finite verb denotes a particular tense and number. 
In the present paper, when I need to refer to the suffixes of finite 
verbs, I will simply mention ‘verbal suffix’. 


(c) Effort (yatna, prayatna) 

Effort, which is regarded as the meaning of a finite verbal 
suffix by Navya-naiyayikas, is one of twenty-four kinds of 
qualities (guna), and we know of its existence in the soul 
through inference. Nyaya holds that knowledge or cognition 
(jnana) causes desire (iccha), which produces effort, which in 


'3 The operation of Vedic injunctions is not discussed here. However, since the 
Mimamsakas’ method of interpreting sentences in common usage is based on their exegesis 
of Vedic sentences, we have to consider this exegesis in order to follow their arguments as 
presented in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter”. On their exegesis, see Edgerton [1929]. The verbal 
suffixes of Vedic injunctions denote the word-efficient-force (sabdibhavana) which resides 
in the injunctions themselves. On the ‘word-efficient-force’, see MNP, no. 4 and Edgerton 
[1929: 40]. Diaconescu [2012: 47] points out the differences among the Mimamsakas’ views 
on what the term bhdvand means. According to him, Kumarila and Parthasarathi use it in the 
sense of operation (vyapara) or action (kriyd), Mandanamisra and Umbekabhatta in the sense 
of operation and effort (Arti), and Somesvara or Khandadeva in the sense of effort. 
(Diaconescu renders krti as effort, while I have rendered as ‘resolution’. Effort is a rendering 
of yatna, which is used as a synonym for Arti in the Nyaya discussion of the meaning of 
verbal suffixes. Based upon this, Diaconescu seems to render Arti as ‘effort’ .) 

'4 On these three meanings, see P.3.4.69: lah karmani ca bhdve cakarmakebhyah. Vasu 
[1977(1891): 584] translates this sitra as follows: “The tense-affixes called /a are used in 
denoting the object and the agent; and after intransitive verbs, they denote the action as well 
as the agent”. This means that when transitive verbs are used in the active voice, the suffixes 
denote the agent; when these verbs are used in the passive, the suffixes denote the object. On 
this issue, see also Cardona [1975: 266]. 
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turn brings about action.'> To understand the relation among 
cognition, desire, and effort, let us consider the case in which 
we quench our thirst with water. First, we must know that water 
can remove our thirst and recognize that there is some water 
within our reach. Second, we must have the desire to take and 
drink some water. If we have no desire, action does not take 
place. However, due to certain reasons we do not always take 
action immediately after we have such a desire. For instance, 
there may be dead insects in the water, and so on. Hence, we 
can infer that there must be an intervening factor which is 
produced by the preceding desire and which brings about the 
action of drinking. That factor is effort. 

Note that effort is often designated as resolution (Arti) in the 
Navya-nyaya discussion on the meaning of a verbal suffix. 
Udayana states in his Nya@yakusumanjali (NKu) that resolution is 
nothing more than effort.'° Udayana’s statement is quoted by 
Gangeéa in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” (Part B2) of his TC.” 


(d) The signifying function (vrtti) 

Any meaningful linguistic unit, or morpheme, as well as any 
word possesses the signifying function and thus can mean 
something. Navya-nyaya accepts only two kinds of signifying 
function: the denotative function (Sakti) and the indicative 
function (/aksand).'® For instance, when we hear the word 


'S For the causal relationship among these four, Marui [1987: 145-146 and notes 24, 26] 
gives two Sanskrit references and their explanations. One is from Udayana’s 
Nyayvakusumanjali (NKu) 5.7: pravrttih krtir evatra sa cecchato yatas ca sa / taj jnanam ... 
//, and the other from Nydyasiddhantadipa (p. 74,1-4): pravrttiparavakyasravanantaram 
prayojyasya tattadarthasambandhavyaparanukilam cestam pasyams tatasthah svacestayam 
krteh = krtau ca_ cikirsdyas —_cikirsayam =~ samanddhikarana — samanavisayakajna- 
nasyaivavadhrtakaranabhava iti prayojyasyapi tatkaranibhitam jidnam anumdya tasya 
jndnasya vakyajanyatapravrttau janayitavyayam sabdavyaparatvam cavadharayati. For a 
translation of the former passage, see Cowell [1980: 71] and N. Dravid [1996: 433]. 

'© NKuk. 5.9: 

krtakrtavibhagena kartrriipavyavasthaya | 

yatna eva krtih piirva parasmin saiva bhavand ||. 

For a translation of this karika, see Cowell [1980: 74] and N. Dravid [1996: 439]. 

'7 Gangesa has the Naiyayika object to the Mimamsaka and quote Udayana’s karika 
referred to by the above footnote. On this, see Wada [2007a: 421] 

'8 Cf. Nydyasiddhantamuktavali (NSM), p. 292,3: vrttis ca Ssaktilaksandnyatarah 
sambandhah. See also Matilal [1968: 25]. The indicative function is defined as the relation 
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‘sasin’ (the moon) at night, this word first reminds us of the 
moon in the sky; furthermore it reminds us of a rabbit (sasa). In 
this case the moon is the direct meaning of the word, and the 
function pointing to this meaning is called denotative. A rabbit 
is the indirect meaning of the word, and the function pointing to 
it is called indicative. 


(e) Verbal understanding (sabdabodha, sabdajiana) 

The concept of verbal understanding is quite often utilized in 
analyzing the meaning of language units, e.g., a root (dhdtu), 
suffix (pratyaya), nominal base (prdatipadika), case-ending 
(sUP), and so on. Since we cannot determine the meaning of an 
isolated verbal suffix such as —ti, we have to deal with a 
complete word, such as ‘pacati’ (“[He] cooks”). From pacati we 
obtain a verbal understanding which has some content or 
structure. Gangesa and his opponents presuppose that all of this 
understanding is generated only by the word pacati; they 
attempt to find the correspondence between the constituents of 
the understanding we obtain on hearing pacati and the linguistic 
constituents, such as the verbal suffix, which make up this word. 

There are three competing views of verbal understanding 
which identify different elements in a sentence as being 
predominent. According to the first view, the meaning of the 
noun in the nominative case is predominant (pratha- 
mantarthamukhyavisesyakasdbdabodha),; according to the 
second view, the meaning of the verbal suffix is predominant 
(akhyatarthamukhyavisesyakasdbdabodha), according to the 
third view the meaning of the root is predominant 
(dhatvarthamukhyavisesyakasabdabodha).'? The Nyaya school 
upholds the first view; the Mtmamsa school the second; and the 





with the denoted object/meaning (NSM k. 82ab: laksand sakyasambandhas ... /). To explain 
this definition, when word A denotes meaning B and further indicates the meaning C, the 
indicative function of A reaches C through B. This function also represents the relation 
between A and C. The relation between A and B is expressed by ‘the denoted object’ in the 
definition; the relation between B and C by ‘the relation’ in the definition. 

'® Cf. Rao [1969: 4-34]. The expression of verbal understanding may appear to represent 
its structure, but this is not accepted by some schools of Indian philosophy, i.e., those 
schools subsumed under the term ‘Indian Realism’, such as Nyaya, Vaisesika, and 
Mimamsa. This point will be referred to later on under (f). 
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Grammarian school the third. 

Take the sentence caitrah pacati as an example. Let us see 
what Navya-nyaya regards as the verbal understanding brought 
about through hearing this sentence. The word caitra denotes a 
person called Caitra; the case-ending -f (sU) denotes the 
number of Caitras; the root pac denotes the action of cooking 
(paka); the suffix -ti denotes effort. Effort generates the action 
of cooking. This relation between effort and cooking is not 
denoted by any meaningful unit of the sentence, but it is 
understood from the juxtaposition of the two units, pac and -ti. 
Similarly, the relation of the effort and Caitra is understood; he 
(i.e., his atman) possesses effort. Finally, the sentence generates 
the understanding “Caitra is the possessor of effort conducive to 
cooking” (pakdnukilaprayatnavan caitah).”° 

Mimamsakas, on the other hand, present the following verbal 
understanding as generated by the same sentence: “There is 
productive operation conducive to cooking and residing in 
Caitra” (caitranistha pakanukula bhavana). Grammarians give 
the following analysis: “There is operation conducive to the 
softening of the cooked substance and occurring in Caitra” 
(caitrasrayakah viklittyanukulo vyaparah). Here I have only 
briefly illustrated how the three schools analyze verbal 
understanding.”! 





20 This type of verbal understanding is presented as Udayana’s view in NKu, p. 531,4: 
pakanukilavartamanaprayatnavan. 

2! For example, it has not been illustrated how tense and mood are expressed, what the 
suffix -a inserted between pac and -ti denotes, and so forth. For a general illustration of 
verbal understanding, see Rao [1969:4-34] and Joshi [1993: 29-36]. Cardona [1975] 
discusses whether or not paraphrase and the analysis of verbal understanding decisively 
serve to assign partial meanings to the constituents of a sentence or word, such as a root and 
a suffix. Cardona [1975: 272] remarks that the different schools assign meanings in different 
ways, based on their particular backgrounds, premises, and aims. Diaconescu [2012: 30, 35, 
37] points out a difference between the Nyaya view and the Mimamsa and Grammarians 
views. The former view takes a preceding meaning element placed in the expression of 
verbal understanding as the qualifier (visesana), and the following element as the 
qualificand, as stated above. The latter views, on the other hand, respectively take productive 
operation and operation (or, action) as the qualificands, and all the other meaning elements 
as their (direct or indirect) qualifiers. 
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(f) Meaning (artha) 

Finally, I would like to call the reader’s attention to the word 
‘meaning’, which appears throughout my translation. This word 
does not always stand for ‘mental representation’ in the Indian 
context. Nyaya, Vaisesika, and Mimamsa hold the view that 
knowledge or cognition (jfidna) has no content in itself 
(nirakaravada) and that recognizing an object means that a 
cognitive relation occurs between the cognition and the object 
(grahyagrahakabhadva). For example, when for these three 
schools the meaning of the root pac is said to be the action of 
cooking, this does not refer to the understanding of cooking or 
the concept of cooking but rather to the physical action of 
cooking which takes place in the outer world. Even the 
expression of verbal understanding (sabdabodha) does not 
represent the structure of understanding or cognition itself but 
the structure of part of the outer world. 

By contrast, the Grammarian school maintains _ that 
knowledge has content.?* For this school the expression of 
verbal understanding represents the structure of the 
understanding. This expression also represents the structure of a 
phenomenon in the outer world as long as the understanding 
corresponds to this phenomenon. When I am referring to this 
sense of “meaning” in the course of my translation, I have 
provided a footnote. 





» The Vijfianavada school of Buddhism also takes this position. Gangesa does not 
debate with the followers of this school or other Sakaravadins in the “Verbal Suffix 
Chapter’. 
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4. A Translation with Annotation of the Dhatuviada of 
the Tattvacintamani 


A. Mandana’s View 


A1:*3 Mandana Misra [argues] that the meaning of a root is 
result. To explain, the meaning of [the root] pac (to cook) is 
softening (viklitti) [of cooking material], because [this meaning 
is] simple (/a@ghava);** and [the meaning] is not operation 
(vyapara) producing that result (softening), i.e., heating from 
below, and so forth, because [this meaning is] cumbersome. 
[Similarly the meaning of the root] gam (to go) is the contact 
with [the ground in] front; [that of the root] pat (to fall) is the 
contact with the lower [portion]; [that of the root] tyaj (to 
abandon) is separation. And [the meaning of those roots] is not 
movement (spanda) which produces their result. Similarly [the 
meaning of the root] han (to kill) is death, and not operation 
producing that result, such as a strike with an axe-weapon, for 
[this meaning is] cumbersome (gaurava). Similarly [the 
meaning of the root] yaj (to make an oblation to) is nothing 
more than the termination of ownership belonging to oneself, 
which (termination) is the result of abandonment aimed towards 
the deities. [The meaning of the root] hu (to offer as oblation to 
fire) is [the action of] pouring, which is the result of 


3 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 847,2-10: dhatvarthah phalam iti mandandcaryyah”, tatha hi 
pacyartho viklittir laghavan na tu tatphalako vyaparo ‘dhahsantapanadir gauravat gamer 
uttarasamyogah pater adhahsamyogah tyajer vibhago ’rtho na tu tatphalajanakah spandah. 
hanter api maranam arthah na tu tatphalajanako vyadparah khadgabhighatadih gauravat. 
yajatyartho ‘pi devatoddesyakatyagaphalam  svasvatvadhvamsa_ eva. _juhotyarthas 
tyagaphalam praksepah. dadatyarthah sampradanasvikarapirvakatyagaphalam svasya 
svatvadhvamsah parasvatvam va na tu tattatphalakatyago gauravat. (“ TC, p. 389,2 reads 
mandunacaryyah, which seems to be a mistake.) 

°4 Simplicity or cumbersomeness (gaurava) depends upon the concept of the delimitor 
of the state of being denoted (sakyatavacchedaka) or of the ground for using the word 
(pravrttinimitta). On this, see Wada [2006a]. The view which takes a universal (jati) for the 
delimitor or the ground is simpler than the view which takes an imposed property (updadhi) 
for either of them. In this connection softeningness (viklittitva) is a universal, and the sate of 
being operation producing the result (tatphalakavyapdratva) is an imposed property. 
Mandana did not make use of the former concept; so if the delimitor is taken into 
consideration in the present context, it turns out that it is his followers who claim simplicity 
or cumbersomeness. 
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abandonment. [The meaning of the root] dda (to give) is the 
result of abandonment on condition of the receiver’s acceptance, 
being either the termination of ownership belonging to oneself 
or [the establishment of] ownership belonging to others, and 
[the meaning] is not abandonment producing each result 
because [this meaning is] cumbersome. 


A2:* It should not be argued: Suppose the above is accepted; 
when operation has ended and [its] result has come into 
existence, there would be the usage of pacati (“[He] cooks”), 
gacchati (“[He] goes”), dadati (“[He] gives’), etc.,?° and not 
[the usage of] apaksit (“[He] cooked’); 7’ moreover, when 
operation [takes place], the usage of pacati (“[He] cooks’) 
would not be possible.” [The reason for this is as follows:] the 
meaning of the verbal suffix [-ti]*? is the present time of 
operation producing the meaning of the root.*” Therefore, when 
operation [takes place], the usage of pacati (“[He] cooks’) is 
available; [this usage] is not [available] when operation has 
ended. 





% TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 847,10-15: na caivam vyaparavigame phaladasayam pacati- 
gacchati-dadatityadiprayogah syan na tv apaksid ityadih vyadparakdale ca pacatityaddi na 
syad iti vacyam. dhatvarthanitkula”-vyaparavarttamanatvam akhyatarthah tena vyapa- 
rakdale pacatityadi bhavati na tu vyaparavigame. (“ TC, p. 389,13 reads dhatvarthanukula, 
which seems to be a mistake.) 

°6 For example, if the root gam denotes the result of arriving, for example, at a village, it 
would be the case that when the person has arrived at the village, the usage of gacchati 
would be possible. It follows from this that before his / her arrival such a usage is impossible 
although he /she walks to the village. 

27 This sentence of the anticipated objection means that if the root denotes the result, the 
past tense of the verb would be impossible even in the case where the operation in question 
has ended. 

8 This objection means that when some operation has ended and its result has been 
produced, the present tense of the verb could be used, and when some operation continues 
before the production of its result, the present tense of the verb could not be used. 

?° On the meaning of the suffixes of finite verbs, see Basic Concepts: (b) akhydta. 

*° This is the Bhatta view of the meaning of the verbal suffix. On this, see Wada [2007a: 
420, B1]. 
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A3:3! It should not be argued: Since [space is] the support 
(asraya) * of contact (samyoga) and separation (vibhaga) 
produced by movement, the usage of dkaso gacchati patati 
tyajati (“Space goes”, “[Space] falls”, or “[Space] departs”) 
would be possible; ** moreover, when action (karman) is 
vanishing [without producing its result, the usages of those 
verbs would] not [be] possible because contact, separation, and 
so on have ceased to exist.**The reason [for this] is that the 
verbal suffix is used when operation takes place through [an 
animate or inanimate being] possessing operation. 


A4.1: 3 [Someone objects:] Suppose the above answer is 
appropriate; result, which is the meaning of a root, [would] be 
action (Kriya); therefore, in the cases of tandulam pacati (“[He] 
cooks rice grain”), and so forth, rice grain, etc., would not 
possess even objectness (karmata), because [rice grain, etc., 
possess] no state of possessing result produced by action, which 
(result) is nothing more than softening, etc.*° 





31 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 847,15-848,2: na ca spandajanyasamyogavibhagasrayatvenakaso 
gacchati patati tyajatiti sydat vinasyadavasthe karmani ca na_ syat samyoga- 
vibhagadyabhavad iti vacyam. vyaparavati vyaparakale akhyataprayogat. 

>> The concept of support (asraya) subsumes those of container (@dhdra) and locus 
(adhikarana). Here in Part A3 the term support is used in the sense of container. Gangesa 
uses the concept of support to present the Nyaya objection to the Mimamsa view of an agent 
(kartr) and an action generator (kdraka) in his Akhyatavada. On his use of the concepts, see 
Wada [2007a: 423]. On the Vaisesika concept of dsraya, see Hirano [2015: 882-883]. 

3 The anticipated objection is as follows. Space is an omnipresent substance (dravya), 
which can simultaneously possess contact with and separation from a substance. When a 
person walks, his separation from the back portion and his contact with the ground in front 
take place. This separation and contact is produced by the person’s walk and is the result of 
this walk; this result takes place in space also. As a result, though the person walks, we could 
say akdaso gacchati (“Space goes”), which is inappropriate. 

4 Suppose that a person wants to go to a village but that the person has stopped to take 
rest along the way. Because the person’s separation from the ground in back and contact 
with the ground in front have ceased, we could not say puruso grdmam gacchati (“He goes 
to the village’’). However, this usage is possible even when the person takes rest. 

3 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 848,2-5: nanv evam dhatvarthatvena phalam kriya tathaé ca tandulam 
pacatityadau tanduladeh karmatapi na sydd viklittyadiripakriyajanya- phalasdalitvabhavad 
iti cet. 

36 The objection purports that if there is no linguistic unit which denotes the result, i.e., 
the softening of rice grain, we cannot identify the object of the action of cooking. The object 
must be the locus of the result. 
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A4.2:°7[The followers of Mandana answer: The above view is] 
not correct. [The reason for this is as follows.] Objectness 
(karmatva) is the state of possessing result [produced by] 
operation inhering in the other; ** moreover, the operation 
[referred to in the above definition] is the meaning of the root or 
of the verbal suffix; in both cases rice grain, etc., possessing 
result [produced by] operation inhering in the other, possess 
objectness; when softening does not take place but operation 
takes place, the usage of pako vartate (“Cooking takes place’’) 
[can be made]; in this case the word pdka (cooking) possesses 
indicative function (/aksana) * with reference to operation, 
because softening is the denoted meaning“ [of the root pac (to 
cook)] due to simplicity. 


A5:*' In the cases of janati (“[The person] knows), icchati 
(“[The person] desires), yatate (“[The person] makes an 
effort”), vidyate (“[It] exists”), tisthati (“[The person] stays), 
and so on, the meanings of those roots are cognition, desire, 
effort, existence, and termination of going [respectively]. [The 
meanings of those roots are] neither results of cognition, etc., 
nor operations conducive to cognition, etc., because only the 
state of possessing cognition, etc., is understood [in hearing 
those verbs]. 


37 TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 848,5-9: na, parasamavetavyaparaphalasalitvam karmatvam sa ca 
vydparo dhatvartha akhyatartho vetyubhayathapi parasamavetavyaparaphalasdlinas 
tanduladeh karmatvam viklittyanutpdde vyapdrakale pako varttata ity atra pdakapade 
vyaparalaksana laghavena viklitteh Sakyatvat. 

8 This definition of objectness appears as Gangega’s in the “Verbal Suffix Chapter” 
(Akhyatavada) of his TC too. On this, see Wada [2014b: 205]. 

* This is one of the two kinds of signifying function (vrtti) according to the Nyaya 
school; the other function is called denotative (Sakti). On these two functions, see Basic 
Concepts: (d) The signifying function (vrtti). 

4 Denoted meaning is the meaning obtained by denotative function (Sakti). On this see 
Basic Concepts: (d) The signifying function (vrtti). 

4. TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 848,9-12: jandticchati-yatate-vidyate-tisthatityadau jfdneccha- 
prayatnasatta-gatinivrttir eva dhatvarthah, na jnanaddiphalam na va jnanddyanukiilovyapa- 
rah jnandadimattvamatrapratiter iti. 
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B. Gangesa’s View” 


B1:* On this point [the following] is answered [by GangeSa]. In 
the case of odanakamah paceta (“One who desires rice gruel 
should cook”), the state of being to be accomplished by 
resolution and the state of being the means for accomplishing 
what is desired are understood from the optative suffix in order 
to induce [the hearer of the sentence] to [perform] the meaning* 
of the root. The state of being the means for [attaining] rice 
gruel does not exist in the result which is softening, etc.*° Nor is 
the activity (pravrtti)” [of the hearer] to obtain [this] result is 
possible. The reason [for this] is that not having taken recourse 
to the means (updya), resolution * (Arti) cannot directly 
accomplish the result. That is because result is nothing more 
than what is to be accomplished by resolution which has the 
means [for attaining its object], and not what is to be 





* GangeSa’s final view is given in the form of two alternatives: the first one appears in 
Part B1, and the second, in Part B3. 

®& TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 848,13-849,5: atrocyate. odanakamah pacetety atra 
vidhipratyayena dhatvarthe pravrttyartham krtisadhyatvam istasddhanatvan ca bodhyate. 
na ca phale viklittyadav') odanasddhanatvam na va phale pravrttih sambhavati, upayam 
akrtva phalasya saksat krtya saddhayitum asakyatvat updyakrtisadhyam eva hi phalam na tu 
tadanyakrtisadhyam updyakrtita eva tatsiddher adhahsantapanddeh  krtisadhyesta- 
sddhanatvam vind viklittyartham apravrttes ca. updya evadhahsantapanadir vydadparah 
pravrttivisayatvat krtisddhyatvenestasadhanatvena ca_ vidhipratyayena_ bodhyata_ iti 
phalanukilo vyapara eva dhatvarthah. (? TC, p. 389,1 reads viklityadav, which seems to be 
a mistake.) 

“4 Gangesa mentions two of the three meanings of the optative suffix (vidhilin), which 
(three meanings) are traditionally maintained in Navya-nyaya. Marui [1987: 146-147] 
[1988: 128-129] elucidates those three presented in the KA, kk. 146-150; NSM, pp. 472,7- 
490,6: the state of being to be accomplished by resolution (krtisadhyatva), the state of being 
the means for attaining the desired thing (istasadhanatva), and the state of being not 
connected with great harm (balavadanistananubandhitva). MK (p. 76,3) also presents those 
three meanings. GangeSsa’s “Injunction Section” (Vidhivada) is translated by Jha [1987]. 

45 Here ‘meaning’ does not represent a conceptual one, but a physical result or operation. 
On this, see Basic Concepts: (f) Meaning (artha). 

4© The causal relationship among the entities referred to in the process of attaining rice 
gruel is as follows: the person first possesses resolution (or effort) for heating from below; 
then the action of heating from below takes place; after this action the result of softening 
takes place turning rice into gruel. 

4” The term is used in the sense of effort (or resolution) or commencement of action. 

“8 On the relation between resolution and effort (yatna, prayatna), see Basic Concepts: 
(c) Effort (yatna, prayatna). 
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accomplished by resolution which has something other than that 
[means for attaining its object]. The reasons [for this] are that 
that [result] is accomplished only by resolution which has the 
means [for attaining its object], and that unless heating from 
below, and so forth’ are [known] to be accomplished by 
resolution and to be the means for what is desired (i.e., 
softening), there [can] be no activity [of the hearer] to attain 
softening. Heating from below, etc., which are operation, and 
which are nothing more than the means [for attaining rice 
gruel], due to being the object of activity [for cooking], are 
understood from the optative suffix as that to be accomplished 
by resolution and to be the means for [attaining] what is desired. 
Therefore, only operation conducive to the result is the meaning 
of a root.” 


B2.1:°! If [the Mimamsaka, i.e., the follower of Mandana, 
argues] as follows: it is true that the knowledge that the means 
is to be accomplished by resolution induces [the hearer of the 
sentence] to perform; but the state of being to be accomplished 
by resolution for [attaining] that means is implied by the state of 
being to be accomplished by resolution for [obtaining] the 
result, which (latter state) is caused to be understood by the 
optative suffix; the reason [for this] is that without the [former] 
state, the [latter] state is impossible,” then [Gangesa answers as 
follows]. 





* Other operations are putting the cooking pot on the fire (adhisrayana), pouring water 
into the pot (udakdsecana), putting rice grain in the pot (tandulavapana) and stoking fuel in 
the fire (edhopakarsana) and the like. Cf. Mahabhasya, Vol. 2, p. 28,15-16: yadi apy eka 
samanyakriya. avayavakriyas tu bahavah. adhisrayanodakasecanatandulavapanaidho- 
pakarsanakriyah. 

°° This meaning is also advocated by Udayana. On this, see Introduction: Basic 
Concepts: (a) dhatu (verbal root). 

5! TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 849,6-8: athopayasya krtisadhyatvajhanam pravarttakam iti satyam 
kin tu vidhibodhitaphalakrtisadhyatvena tadupdyakrtisadhyatvam dksipyate tena vind 
tadanupapatter iti cet, 

°° The Mimamsaka insists that the meaning of the root is only the effect, and considers 
that the root with the suffix denotes the state of being to be accomplished by resolution for 
[attaining] the result. Since this denoted meaning implies GangeSa’s view that the means is 
to be accomplished by resolution, according to the Mtmamsaka, it is not required to accept 
Gangesa’s view. Here ‘implication’ means assumption (arthapatti). 
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B2.2:°° [This view is] not correct. The reson [for this] is that 
because on the basis of behavior the denotative function (sakti) 
of the optative suffix is grasped in the understanding which 
induces [the hearer of the sentence to perform], * [the 
opponent’s] postulation has the object (i.e., the means for 
attaining the result) of a direct producer (upapddaka) (i.e., the 
verbal understanding of the means for attaining the result) of the 
activity [of the hearer of the sentence].°° Thus, even the roots yaj 
(to make an oblation to), gam (to go), pac (to cook), hu (to offer 
an oblation to fire), and da (to give) [would] denote only 
operation,*’ for activity [leading directly] to the result is not 
possible. 


8 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 849,8-850,2: na, vyavaharat pravrttijanake jhane vidhi- pratyayasya 
Saktigrahat pravrttisaksadupapddakavisayatvat kalpandyah. evam yaji-gami-paci-juhoti- 
dadatinam api vyapara eva vacyah phale pravrttyasambhavat. 

* According to Gangesa, the hearer understands that the optative suffix denotes the 
state of being to be accomplished by resolution for attaining the means and the state of being 
the means for attaining what is desired. Hence, it is not required to acknowledge the 
opponent’s implication. 

* This is nothing more than operation, knowledge of which causes a person to take 
action. Gangesa holds that such operation should be understood from the root, because it is 
not understood from the verbal suffix in the implication referred to by the opponent. 

°° The opponent’s explanation, by means of implication, of how the injunctive sentence 
induces the hearer of the sentence to perform is more complicated than Gangesa’s view that 
the root denotes operation, which is regarded as a cause of inducing the hearer to operate / 
act. 

57 Tt appears strange that Gangesa claims that some roots denote only operation, since he 
has concluded in Part B1 that roots denote operation conducive to its result and also since he 
provides, for example, the result of the operation denoted by the root pac (to cook) in the 
following Part B3 and the result in the cases of the roots yaj (to make an oblation to), da (to 
give), and hu (to offer as oblation to fire) in Part B5.2. His intention in the last sentence of 
Part B2.2 may be as follows. The Mimamsaka’s implication or assumption in Part B2.1 
presupposes that the knowledge that the means (i.e., operation for attaining the result) is to 
be accomplished by resolution directly induces the hearer of the sentence to begin action. 
Since the state of being to be accomplished by resolution is understood from the suffix, it 
turns out that the means (i.e., operation) should be understood from the root. Hence, as far as 
we accept the validity of the Mimamsaka’s implication, we cannot but accept that roots 
denote operation. On the other hand, even when the result of some operation does not take 
place, we can actually use the verb. Thus, Gangesa may claim that even if we accept the 
validity of the Mimamsaka’s implication, roots denote operation and not its mere result. We 
will next see a case in which operation takes place and no result is accomplished and still we 
use the verb. For example, when we say devadatto gramam gacchati (“Devadatta goes to the 
village”), he begins to walk or to take a vehicle or an animal and it is not the case that he 
immediately accomplishes arriving at the village. Even if he stops to take rest on the way to 
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B3:* In that case,* the meaning of [the root] pac is only 
heating from below, and that [heating] is invariably concomitant 
with the result which is the change of color, taste, smell, and 
touch. A particular universal (jazi) existing in heating from 
below is necessarily said to be the delimitor (avacchedaka) of 
the state of producing the change of color, and so forth.® This is 
because otherwise [the hearer of the sentence] would not be 
induced to do heating from below in order to attain the result. 
[The reason why such heating possesses the universal is that] 
even if operation is denoted by the verbal suffix [as the 
Mimamsaka argues], particularity (visesa) is necessarily 
denoted [by the root].*! 


B4.1:°* Moreover, the result [of cooking] is neither the qualifier 
(visesana) nor indicator (upalaksana) [of operation such as 


the village, we can use the same sentence with reference to his behavior. This means that 
even if the operation does not produce its result, we can use the verbs referring to the same 
operation. On the meaning of roots, the Manikana (p. 84,11), whose title appears to faithfully 
represent Gangesa’s view, says that roots possess the denotative function with reference to 
operation qualified by its result or both result and operation (dhdatiinam phalavacchinne 
vyapare phalavyaparayor va Saktih). 

TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 850,2-851,2: tatra pacyartho ‘dhahsantapanam eva tat ca ripa- 
rasa-gandha-sparsaparavrttiphalavinabhitam, adhahsantapane ca jativiseso riupdadi-para- 
vrttijanakatavacchedako ’vasyam vacyah. anyatha phalartham adhahsantapane ‘pravrtteh 
vydparasyakhyatavacyatve ‘pi visesasyavasyam vacyatvat. 

»° That is, the case in which a root denotes only operation and in which the purpose of 
cooking is unkown. 

® Tn other words, a particular action of heating from below generates a particular result, 
i.e., a particular change of those qualities. All those actions including heating from below 
possess the state of producing the change of them. According to Navya-nyaya, a universal 
residing only in all such actions is considered to confine that state to them, and thus this 
universal is the delimitor of the state. On the concept of delimitor, see Wada [1990: 81-98] 
[2007a: 33-34]. 

6! Even the Mimamsaka would understand that the verb pacati, i.e., the root plus the 
verbal suffix, denotes a particular operation of heating from below, etc. Since the operation 
is denoted by the suffix, particularity possessed by this operation should be denoted by a 
linguistic unit other than the suffix, i.e., the root. Gangesa holds that both particularity and 
operation should be denoted one and the same linguistic unit. 

© TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 851,2-5: pacyarthe ca phalam na visesanam na vopalaksanam loke 
‘dhahsantapanavisesasya riipddiparavrttyavyabhicarena vyavarttyabhavat. vede ‘dhahsan- 
tapanamatram pakapadarthah krsnalam srapayed ityadau phalabhavat. 
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heating below] in the meaning of [the root] pac (to cook).© The 
reason [for this] is that since a particular heating from below is 
invariably concomitant with the change of color, etc., in 
common experience (Joka), nothing to be distinguished [by the 
result] remains.™ In Vedic usage only heating from below is the 
meaning of the linguistic unit paka (cooking) [which denotes 
the meaning of the root of srapayati (to cook)], for [one can 
obtain] no result in the case of krsnalam srapayet (“One should 
cook small golden pieces”), and so forth.© 


B4.2: °° Alternatively [the result of cooking] should be the 
indicator [of the operation in the meaning of the root pac (to 
cook)];°’ ‘heating from below’ capable of changing color, etc., 
is the meaning of the linguistic unit padka (to cook) [which is 
denoted by the root pac (to cook)]; capability of heating exists 
in [the case of] the golden pieces as well. 


B5.1:°8 Only a particular movement is the denoted [meaning] of 
[the root] gam (to go); movement which produces the contact 
with [the ground in] front is not denoted [by that root]. The 


® Gangesa states in Part B.3 that the meaning of pac (to cook) is only the operation of 
heating below, and that its result is the change of color, taste, smell, and touch. Here in Part 
B4.1 he discusses the relaton between the operation and the result. 

°4 Both qualifier and indicator distinguish the entities from others. The difference etween 
them is that the former exists in those entities, and the latter does not exist in them. On this, 
see Wada [1990: 46-47]. Gangesa intends that when the two entities are always connected 
with one another, either entity does not need to distinguish the other from other entities and 
cannot be its qualifier or indicator. 

® Even if one heats golden pieces in the ordinary way in the Vedic ritual, one cannot 
obtain the result of softening of those pieces. 

6 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 851,5-852,1: astu vopalaksanam riipadiparavrttiyogyadhah- 
santapanam pakapadarthah yogyata” ca santdpane krsnaladav apy asti. ( TC, p. 389,1 
reads yagyata, which seems to be a mistake.) 

°7 When the result has not yet come into being, it cannot be the qualifier of the 
operation. The possibility of other distinguishing factors is said to be an indicator. 

TC, Vol. 4/2, p. 852,2-10: gameh spandavisesa eva vacyo na_ tilttaradesa- 
samyogajanakatvena spandasya vacyatad sarvaspandanam tathatvena vyavartyabhavat. 
spande ca visesah samyogavibhagajanakatavacchedakah sarvasiddha eva. tyajes ca 
karmamatram sakyam na tu purvadesavibhagaphalakakarmatvena Sakyatvam  sarva- 
karmanam  tathdtvena vydvartyabhavat. tyajatitiprayoge ca _ tadbuddhir nimittam. 
patatyartho ‘pi karmavisesa eva — gurutvasamavayikadranaprayojyadhahsamyoga- 
Pphalajanakah, phalan tu karmavisesaparicayakamatram. 
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reason [for this] is that because all movement is like that, 
nothing to be distinguished [by the result, i.e., the contact] 
remains.” The particularity residing in [a particular] movement 
is the delimitor of the state of producing of contact and 
separation, which is indeed established by all [people]. Action 
(karman) in general is the denoted [meaning] of [the root] tyaj 
(to abandon); [action] which has for its result the separation 
from the back portion is not denoted [by that root]. The reason 
[for this] is that since all action is like that, nothing to be 
distinguished [by the result, i.e., the separation] remains. 
However, the knowledge of that [separation] is the ground for 
the usage of [the root] tyaj (to depart/abandon). Only a 
particular action is also the meaning of [the root] pat (to fall), 
which produces the result, i.e., the contact with the below 
[portion] caused by the non-inherent-cause (asamavayikarana) 
[of falling], ie., gravity (gurutva),’° while the result [of falling] 
is only the pointer (paricdyaka)"' to a particular action. 


B5.2:’7 [In the Vedic usage] only abandonment preceded by 
individual declarations (sankalpa) of idam na mama (“This is 





® Tn other words, whenever any conjugation of the root gam (to go) is used, one and the 
same result would be brought about. Moreover, if gam denotes one and the same movement, 
we cannot distinguish movement of person A from that of person B. In thst case, the two 
persons would go in the same manner. 

7 Pragastapada says in his Padarthadharmasamgraha (# 297) that gravity is the cause 
of the action of falling: gurutvam jalabhiimiyoh patanakarmakaranam. The Tarkasamgraha 
(p. 20,2) says that gravity is the non-inherent-cause of initial falling: a@dyapatandsama- 
vayikaranam gurutvam. 

7! According to the Nydyakosa (p. 478), the term paricayakam has two meanings: (1) 
that which causes one to understand a particular meaning of a word which does not need to 
form the whole expression (tadaghatakatve saty arthavisesajnapakan. yatha sabdaguna- 
katvarupakasalaksane gunah paricayakah.) and (2) an indicator (upalaksanam iti kecid 
vadanti). In Part 5.1 this term, which I have rendered as ‘pointer’, appears to be used in the 
second sense. But it is also possible to interpret the term as used in the first sense, since the 
denoted meaning of the root part includes the result. 

2 TC, Vol. 4/2, pp. 852,10-853,7: yajati-dadati-juhotinam idam na mametyadi- 
tattatsankalpavisesapirvas tydga eva vacyah sankalpe ca visesas tu tattadvisesakrtas 
tattatphalavisesajanakatavacchedako mdnasapratyaksasiddha eva na_ tu tattatphala- 
janakasankalpavisese  Ssaktih gauravat. devatoddesyakasvasvatvadhvamsaphalakatya- 
gatvam sampradanasvikaranapurvakasvatvadhvamsaparasvatvapattiphalajanakatyagatvam 
devatoddesyakapraksepaphalakatyagatvan ca tattatsankalpavisesaparicdyakama-tram iti. iti 
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not mine”), and so forth, is the denoted [meaning] of [the 


roots] yaj (to make an oblation to), dd (to give), and hu (to offer 
as oblation to fire); and the particularity of declarations, which 
(particularity) is caused by each particular [declaration], is the 
delimitor of the state of producing each particular result 
[corresponding to each declaration], which is indeed established 
by mental perception. However, [those three roots] do not 
possess the denotative function with reference to a particular 
declaration producing each result, because [this view is] 
cumbersome. 4 (1) Abandonmentness (tydgatva) [residing in 
abandonment] causing the result which is the termination of 
ownership belonging to oneself aimed towards the deities, (2) 
abandonmentness [residing in abandonment] causing the result 
which is [both] the termination of ownership belonging to 
oneself and the occurrence of ownership belonging to others on 
the condition of the receiver's acceptance, and (3) 
abandonmentness [residing in abandonment] causing the result 
which is a throwing [i.e., offering] aimed towards the deities are 
nothing more than the pointers to each particular declaration [in 
the cases of the three roots yaj, dd, and hu respectively].”> 


Here ends the “Verbal Root Chapter” (Dhatuvada) of the 
Fourth Book (khanda) named “Language” (Sabda) of the 
Tattvacintamani composed by Revered Gangesa Upadhyaya. 


Srimadgangesopadhyayaviracite tattvacintamanau sabdakhyaturiyakhande dhatuvadah. ( 
tu may be redundant.) 

® Declaring idam na mama (“This is not mine”), etc., in the ritual, the priest or 
institutor of the ritual (vajamdna) makes an oblation of water, purified butter, etc., to the 
diety / dieties. 

™ In the beginning of text B5.2 Gangesa states that those three roots denote 
abandonment preceded by individual declarations. But they do not respectively denote a 
particular declaration. In this case the delimitor of the denotedness of the roots or the ground 
for the usage of them is abandonmentness (tydgatva), which is a universal (/ati). If those 
roots denote individual declarations also, the delimitor or the ground is the state of being 
abandonment preceded by individual declarations, which state is not a universal. It is more 
cumbersome to say that the delimitor or the ground is not a universal. 

75 Those three roots denote a common operation, i.e., abandonment, but they differ as to 
their result. Here GangesSa points out how particular declarations are connected with 
operations which possess different results. According to him, those operations respectively 
point the priest(s) to (i.e., inform him / them of) the declarations corresponding to them. 
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